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Abstract 
Presently, no consensus has been reached with regards to measuring workplace cohesion. Cohesion measures often 
allude to abstract concepts rather than tangible features, therefore this study identified the tangible features and 
specific practices that epitomize cohesive workgroups. Specifically, 28 individuals were interviewed and asked to 
reflect upon two workgroups in which they had been employed before, only one of which was cohesive. Participants 
identified tangible features, practices, or characteristics that typified each of these workgroups. Content analysis 
uncovered 14 features of cohesion, such as shared emotional events in the past, friendly and welcoming greetings, 
and a feeling of pride when other people in the team excel on some task. A provisional measure of cohesion was then 
distilled from these items.  
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1. Introduction 
The determinants and consequences of cohesion in teams and workgroups has been studies extensively in many 
fields, including business, human resources, and psychology (Mullen & Copper, 1994). Cohesion has been 
considered one of the most, if not the most, important group variable (Carron & Brawley, 2000; Eys, Loughead, Bray, 
& Carron, 2009). This appraisal is presumably based on its reported relationship with positive group outcomes, 
which include job satisfaction, well-being and work-group performance (Beal, Cohen, Burke, & McLendon, 2003; 
Carless, 2000; Mullen & Copper, 1994). Furthermore, several member attitudes and behaviours have been reported 
to be indicative of cohesive teams including morale, group spirit, trust, friendship, cooperation, communication, 
organisational citizenship behaviour, organisational commitment and sense of identification with the group (Andrews, 
Kacmar, Blakely, & Bucklew, 2008; Carless & De Paola, 2000; Chen & Tang, 2009; Friedkin, 2004; Kidwell, 
Mossholder, & Bennett, 1997).  
In the ten years between 1991 and 2001, according to PsychINFO, in 474 peer reviewed papers, either team cohesion 
or group cohesion were designated as keywords. In the following ten years, between 2001 and 2011, this number 
increased appreciably to 875.  
Despite the apparent interest in team or group cohesion, the measurement of this attribute remains contentious. 
Researchers have not settled on one established and validated measure of cohesion in organizations. Dion (2000), for 
example, voiced this concern, stating that “We have no standard, off-the-shelf measure of cohesion in which we can 
have strong confidence” (p. 21). Similarly, Cota, Evans, Longman, Dion, and Kilik (1995) emphasized that although 
many indices and scales of cohesion have been developed, these measures are generally not embraced or accepted by 
other researchers. Therefore, a return to amore exploratory method may be the most fruitful approach to understand the 
underlying factors of cohesion, ultimately to construct a more satisfactory measure (von Treuer, Fuller-Tyszkiewicz & 
Atkinson, 2010). 
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1.1 Definition of Cohesion 
This apparent limitation in previous measures of group cohesion can be ascribed to several impediments. First, the 
definition of cohesion has sparked considerable controversy. One of the pioneering definitions of cohesion was 
proposed by Festinger, Schachter, and Back (1950). These scholars defined cohesion as “the total field of forces 
which act on members to remain in the group” (p. 164). Nevertheless, this definition does not facilitate the 
construction of a measure. Ultimately, this definition equates cohesion to all the determinants of retention. This 
definition of cohesion, as Mudrack (1989) underscored, either cannot be operationalized or is merely equivalent to 
group retention.  
Guzzo and Dickson (1996) highlighted that cohesion transcends retention and entails a subjective sense of adherence 
of individuals to one another, which they described as the “stick-togetherness” of a group. This sense of adherence 
has underpinned many of other definitions of cohesion (e.g., Carron, Brawley & Widmeyer, 1998).  
Over the next few years, researchers extended this definition to include an element of evolution or development, 
revealing that cohesion may be dynamic rather than static. That is, according to this perspective, cohesion also 
attracts people to the group, like a magnet. To illustrate, Carron et al. (1998) conceptualized cohesion as a “dynamic 
process”, and Schermerhorn, Hunt, and Osborn (2002) partly defined cohesion as the “degree to which members are 
attracted to a group”. 
Yet, these developments in the definition of cohesion did not eradicate discrepancies across researchers. One source 
of variance was whether cohesion was primarily an interpersonal dynamic or extended to work tasks as well. To 
illustrate, Karn, Syed-Abdullah, Cowling, and Holcombe (2007) primarily emphasized the interpersonal or social 
facets of cohesion. They defined cohesion as the extent to which the individuals have formed “close friendships with 
others in their immediate work unit and their personal attraction to members of the group”. In contrast, the definition 
that was proposed by Carron, Widmeyer, and Brawley (1985), refined by Carron et al (1998), and invoked by many 
other researchers (e.g., Ahronson, & Cameron, 2007; Hambley, O’Neill, & Kline, 2007; Heuze, Bosselut, & Thomas, 
2007; Senecal, Loughead, & Bloom, 2008; Spink, Wilson, &Odnokon, 2009; Tekleab, Quigley, & Tesluk, 2009), 
assumes that cohesive groups are united to increase the “satisfaction of member affective needs”, pursue 
“instrumental objectives”, or both (for a similar perspective, see Cota, Evans, Longman, Dion, & Kilik, 1995). That 
is, these researchers assume that both social cohesion and task cohesion should be measured.  
These definitions tend to conflate attitudes and behaviors. Researchers tend to assume that attitudes towards the 
workgroup, such as the desire to remain loyal, are equivalent to behaviors, such as tangible contributions. Yet, many 
studies have demonstrated the divergence between attitudes and behaviors in many settings (e.g., Cooke & Sheeran, 
2004). Because of this possibility, Andrews, Kacmar, Blakely, and Bucklew (2008) emphasized that cohesion should 
reflect both attitudes, such as loyalty, identification, trust, and friendship, as well as behaviors, including attempts to 
strengthen relationships and contribute to tasks.  
1.2 Levels of Analysis 
In addition to variations in definitions, another source of controversy revolves around whether cohesion should be 
examined at the individual or group level. Even this distinction is multifaceted. Sometimes this distinction refers to 
whether or not the forces of adherence operate on individuals or represent an emergent property of groups (cf., 
Carron et al., 1985). To illustrate, if people feel drawn towards a team, the forces of cohesion seem to operate on the 
individuals. If the people in a team pursue a shared goal, cohesion reflects an emergent property—a property that 
cannot be reduced to the sum of individual behaviors.  
Alternatively, the distinction between the individual and group level sometimes refers to the methodology that is 
used to collect data. The perceptions of each individual, for example, could be subjected to a data analysis (cf., Wu, 
Neubert, & Yi, 2007). Alternatively, a range of techniques can be applied to assimilate the perceptions of individuals 
into a single index of cohesion for each group.  
1.3 Specificity of Items 
Despite variations across researchers, many scholars now embrace the definitions and dimensions of cohesion that 
were developed by Carron et al. (1985). That is, scholars often distinguish between social and task cohesion, both of 
which are experienced by individuals and also by groups as a whole. Nevertheless, even if this conceptualization was 
embraced universally, other problems with existing measures need to be resolved.  
First, in many previous measures, the items generally refer to broad, intangible concepts rather than specific, visible 
features. To illustrate, one of the items that was administered by Hausknecht, Trevor, and Howard (2009) was “In 
www.sciedu.ca/jbar Journal of Business Administration Research Vol. 2, No. 1; 2013 
Published by Sciedu Press                         68                         ISSN 1927-9507   E-ISSN 1927-9515 
my department, my coworkers and I work very well together to deliver excellent customer service”. The crux of this 
item—work very well together—could reflect the extent to which the members of this team are friendly, respectful, 
communicative, trusting, sociable, altruistic, or effective. Similarly, the Group Environment Questionnaire, validated 
by Carron et al. (1985), comprises 18 items, including “I do not like the style of play on this team”. Again, this item 
could represent a variety of attributes, such as limited efficacy, pride, or communication.  
Because some of the items are broad in scope, several complications are likely to unfold. First, broad concepts tend 
to evoke a mindset called an abstract construal, in which individuals orient their attention to underlying regularities 
rather than tangible details (e.g., Trope, Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007). This abstract construal tends to coincide with 
a motivation to pursue more enduring aspirations instead of specific duties (e.g., Forster &Higgins, 2005)—a 
motivation that has been shown to amplify the inclination of individuals to inflate their capabilities (Leonardelli, 
Lakin, & Arkin, 2007). This inclination could bias responses on measures of cohesion; individuals might, for 
example, exaggerate the degree to which they feel respected.  
Indeed, allusions to intangible concepts, instead of precise details, increase the susceptibility of individuals to other 
biases as well (cf., Mishra, Shiv, and Nayakankuppam, 2008). That is, when the items are not precise, responses are 
more dependent upon inferences and heuristics, such as “If the team has fulfilled its targets, cohesion must be 
elevated”. This heuristic may, therefore, inflate the correlation between cohesion and performance.  
1.4 Aim and Purpose of this Study 
The aim of this study was to commence the research pathway to lead toa suitable measure of cohesion.Researchers 
need to clarify the tangible features and visible behaviors that exemplify cohesion. To fulfill this goal, participants in 
the present study, were asked to describe the features and characteristics of one of the previous workgroups that was 
cohesive and one of their previous workgroups that was not cohesive. Cohesion was not defined expressly because, 
as Mudrack, (1989) emphasized, most people intuitively understand this term but may be skewed by an explicit 
definition. Content analysis was then applied to unearth these features. Finally, these features were then translated 
into a provisional scale. This development of this provisional scale is a preliminary step to inform the establishment 
of a larger process where content, construct and predictive validity steps will follow.  
2. Method 
2.1 Participants 
The respondents were 28 Australian employees, comprising16 males and 12 females. The median age of these 
individuals was between 30 to 35 years. Participants were employed in many sectors including finance (21%), 
education (18%), health (14%) and welfare (11%). The sample comprised 13 team members, seven team leaders, and 
six senior managers. The number of years of full-time professional work varied across the sample with five 
participants working fewer than five years, six participants working six to ten years, ten participants working 11 to 
20 years, two participants working 21 to 30, and three participants working more than 30 years. 
2.2 Procedure 
Each participant was interviewed by one researcher. During this interview, participants were first asked to reflect 
upon a cohesive team in which they had worked. Second, they were asked to describe some of the characteristics or 
features of this team that facilitated this cohesion. Third, the participants were asked to reflect upon a previous team 
that was not cohesive. Fourth, the participants were encouraged to describe some of the characteristics or features of 
this team that precluded this cohesion. Finally, these individuals were asked to describe both a positive and negative 
workplace incident in more detail as well as the implications of these events on feelings of cohesion.  
3. Results 
All the responses of participants to the interview questions were subjected to content analysis. In particular, one 
researcher coded each independent clause that seemed to represent a feature of cohesion. For example, the response 
“Trust is really big. I think if people trust each other they are more likely to be honest” was coded as trust. A second 
researcher then applied these codes to the data to assess inter-rated reliability; overall agreement exceeded 90%. Any 
discrepancies between the researchers were discussed until agreement was reached. 
Table 1 presents the percentage of participants who alluded to each coded feature of cohesion during the interviews. 
Fourteen features of cohesion were distilled.  
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Table 1. Percentage of Participants who Mentioned Coded Feature of Cohesion 
Coded Feature of Cohesion % of participants who alluded to this facet 
Camaraderie 89
Altruism towards members 79
Supportive leaders 79
Commitment to the objectives 71
Respect of group members 61
Open communication between group members 61
Share common purpose 54
Identification with group members 54
Bonding 46
Trust  43
Group efficacy and success 43
Workplace friendliness 39
Sense of belonging 36
Group pride 29
 
3.1 Supportive Colleagues and Friends 
The 14 features of cohesion seemed to coincide with four broader constellations. The first constellation represents 
features of cohesion that correspond tothe formation of supportive relationships.  
First, many participants referred to the importance of trust. People sought individuals who were trustworthy and 
honest. In addition, they wanted to be trusted by other people, especially leaders, rather than monitored or criticized 
unnecessarily. Trust was thus perceived as bidirectional.  
Trust is really big. I think if people trust each other they are more likely to be honest. 
[My manager] believed in us. She believed that a piece of paper wasn’t everything and that no matter what, 
you can do it. So because she believed in you, it gave you that confidence to go forward. 
Second, the majority of participants alluded to the significance of altruism towards members. In cohesive teams, 
members were expected, at least in challenging contexts, to sacrifice their own needs and effort to assist one another.  
If you’re in a jam, people will help you out. They’ll lend you resources or say this is what I’m doing. 
In contrast, egocentric perspectives were assumed to impede cohesion: 
Everyone kind of felt that they had to fend for themselves... So because you do that, you don’t have that 
team playing. Therefore there become cracks. For example, filling up the sugar, if one person thinks: ‘the 
other person hasn’t done it, so why should I?’ Then it just continues and snowballs. 
Third, participants often alluded to the impact of a friendly environment on workplace cohesion. Specifically, 
friendliness entailed two attributes. In particular, some team members were actively welcoming. In addition, some 
team members were unguarded instead of reserved.  
What I’ve found is from the minute that I’ve walked in the door, people look up, people say hello to you every 
morning. The manager of that service comes from her office and says good morning to everybody, asks how they 
are and that was done for me from the day I started there. 
Where people are willing to just share a little bit about who the person they are is and not just come into the 
workplace and say: “That’s none of your business. My private life’s my private life. I don’t speak about it here.” 
If everyone in the entire work team did that, it just wouldn’t work at all. 
3.2 A Sense of Inclusion 
Five of these features related to a sense of inclusion rather than exclusion or insecurity. First, many participants 
alluded to the importance of belonging. That is, in cohesive teams, members defined themselves as an accepted part 
of the workgroup.  
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They even went as far as not allowing another team to pick me up for a few shifts saying that I was theirs 
and it gave me a great sense of belonging which in return made me feel more motivated and therefore I was 
more productive. 
There were comments made about the way I dressed and my hairstyle and that sort of thing in a negative 
way... I never felt 100 percent part of the team. 
Second, this sense of belonging often derived from a sense of identification with group members. This identification 
usually reflected similarities across the individuals in their demographics or personality.  
The team all had the same level of education and a very similar cultural, socio-economic background, so 
there was perhaps that kind of connection or understanding of each other straight off the bat. 
The mean age of someone in my team is at least 15 to 20 years older than me, so it can be difficult to find 
things in common with them. 
There were matches in personality and that just made that team work really well. There weren’t any 
glowingly distinct types of people in that group.  
Third, specific activities or environments may foster this sense of belonging. These events can be referred to as 
bonding. Bonding refers to events in which individuals share emotional experiences, such as challenging projects or 
enjoyable social outings:  
You’re in the ground and it’s muddy and it’s awful and in these situations the job is so bad that you all bond 
together as if you were mates in a trench in warfare or something like that. So sometimes you have some 
bad experiences, but if everyone’s involved, it brings everyone closer together.  
It was a genuine social outing where we all stayed together as a group and we had a meal, had a few drinks 
and it would go well into the night. I guess during those moments as a group, we felt more like friends than 
colleagues... It strengthened the bond. 
One of my patients had died via suicide and I was the junior member of the team and he a senior. It was a 
very informal debriefing. [He was] saying: “You know it happens to all of us.” It was very normalising and 
I felt bonded to the entire team through that individual. I guess via what I perceive to be a shared 
experience, but at different times.  
According to some participants, the physical proximity of group members to one another may have facilitated this 
bonding. Physical compartments, in contrast, were assumed to inhibit bonding. 
I guess the structure, the physical structure of the team. They did share a large office so you sort of shared 
the highs and lows of the work day with everyone. 
To actually divide the office into segments and compartments I think is really the opposite of a team. 
Fourth, a sense of belonging and bonding is more likely when the individuals enjoy the company of one another. 
Most participants referred to the importance of this camaraderie and capacity to socialize effectively.  
My current work environment, it’s in hospitality, and probably the thing that makes us work well together is 
that camaraderie. 
We could socialise outside of work as well as in work, so there was that kind of team inside and out. 
Fifth, some individuals alluded to the importance of open communicationbetween group members, especially during 
the resolution of decisions. 
Everyone could communicate quite openly, honestly and everyone’s view be taken into account. 
You need the capacity to make decisions that are inclusive. That’s another aspect of successful teams. So 
they’re not differentiated, everybody is included in it. 
3.3 Shared pursuits 
Three of the features related to whether or not individuals feel they are aligned to an overarching goal or endeavour. 
First, individuals seek teams in which members share a common purpose and set of values.  
Definitely having a common goal, a common goal to achieve... Working in a drug and alcohol 
rehabilitation facility, we had a common goal to support people who came into the facility to reach clean 
time and sobriety. 
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Part of the reason that we work well together is probably a similarity in the values that we bring to a day’s 
work, where we all believe in a fair day’s work for a fair day’s pay. 
We were all kind of going off and doing our own thing and there wasn’t a common goal, which has led to 
all sorts of conflict. 
Second, in cohesive workgroups, members not only share the same purpose or goals but were also committed to 
these endeavours. This commitment to the objectives was manifested by the passion and dedication of group 
members.  
Because everyone was committed they had the desire and the drive to get it done and they enjoyed what they 
were doing, we were able to delegate different aspects of each assignment and everyone followed through. 
Third, supportive leaders could inspire this commitment to a shared purpose. In particular, in cohesive workgroups, 
leaders overtly praised and encouraged achievements and then promoted the merits of this team to other 
stakeholders. 
We got quite a lot of praise from our immediate manager and also from other levels of management about 
the way that we were able to achieve [our targets] so I think that certainly helped us to feel more connected 
as a team.  
I am a strong believer that there has to be some form of leadership. If there is a lack of leadership then the 
team will be dysfunctional because people won’t know what they are achieving and what their actual roles 
or goals are. 
I think that whoever is in a leadership position really needs to champion the team.  
3.4 Group Performance 
Finally, some of the features related to task performance rather than interpersonal dynamics. First, in cohesive 
workgroups, individuals felt proud to be connected to this productive collective.  
With my work team there were highly pleasurable times when someone in the department, say a higher 
research student passed their PhD or got a really good result for their Masters thesis, Then the whole 
department would actually have a great feeling about that... it definitely contributed to morale. 
In contrast, workgroups that were not cohesive did not elicit this group pride.  
None of us saw the work we were doing as particularly important except earning an income. It was selling 
goods which were not made on site and there were no artisan-type qualities to them, where you might be 
proud of your work or proud that you were putting it in someone’s house.  
Second, and related to team pride, was workgroup efficacy or success. Indeed, studies indicate that group efficacy 
increases the likelihood that individuals will identify with this collective (e.g., van Zomeren, Leach, & Spears, 2010). 
When you work really hard on a project or whatever it may be in everyday work and you meet your goals, 
you meet your targets, you successfully complete whatever that may be, I think that’s a really good feeling 
that really brings everyone together. 
Finally, besides pride in the group, individuals also respected the qualities of each member.  
Respect for each other and also respect for management is such a vital part of a healthy team. It makes such 
a difference to your quality of work when you actually feel respected. 
4. Discussion 
This study was undertaken to clarify the perceived features of workgroups that epitomize cohesion. The interviews 
uncovered 14 distinct features. These features can be divided into four clusters: supportive colleagues, a sense of 
inclusion, a shared purpose, and group performance.  
These features are tangible and, therefore, can be readily converted to questions that gauge cohesion. Table 2 (indeed 
presents a provisional measure of cohesion, derived from these features. Besides reflecting 1 of these 14 features, 
each item also needed to fulfil several other criteria. Specifically, to ensure the wording was unambiguous and 
precise, the principles that were stipulated by Moss and Fleming (2010) were observed. Similarly, to guarantee the 
wording appears professional to various stakeholders, common grammatical preferences, such as the disinclination to 
split infinitives, dangle modifiers, or end sentences with prepositions, were also adhered to. 
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Table 2. Provisional Measure of Cohesion 
Item Corresponding feature Operates at 
individuals level or 
group as a whole 
I trust that people in my workgroup will be honest Trust Individual
I trust that people in my workgroup will be competent Trust Individual
In this workgroup, the manager trusts that people in this 
workgroup will complete their tasks effectively 
Trust Group 
I feel that people in my workgroup will help one another 
during stressful times 
Altruism towards members Group 
I feel that people in this workgroup are willing to sacrifice 
their own needs to help the group  
Altruism towards members Group 
People in my workgroup greet each other warmly Friendly environment Group 
People in my workgroup are willing to share their private 
life or feelings to one another 
Friendly environment Group 
I feel like I really belong to this workgroup Belonging Individual
I feel like an integral member of this workgroup Belonging Individual
I feel that people in this workgroup share important 
similarities with one another 
Identification with group 
members 
Group 
I feel a sense of connection with people in this workgroup Identification with group 
members 
Individual
People in this workgroup have shared many emotional 
experiences together, such as challenging, upsetting, or 
enjoyable occasions 
Bonding Group 
People in this workgroup work in close proximity to one 
another 
Bonding Group 
People in this workgroup enjoy the company of one another Camaraderie Group 
I like socializing with people in this workgroup Camaraderie Individual
People in this workgroup share important information with 
one another 
Open communication 
between group members 
Group 
To reach important decisions, people in this workgroup 
consult one another extensively 
Open communication 
between group members 
Group 
People in this workgroup share a common goal and purpose Share a common purpose Group 
People in this workgroup share a common set of values Share a common purpose Group 
My colleagues are passionate about the goals and objectives 
of this workgroup 
Commitment to the 
objectives 
Group 
I feel passionate about the goals and objectives of this 
workgroup 
Commitment to the 
objectives 
Individual
The leaders of this workgroup highlight our achievements 
and capabilities to other individuals 
Supportive leaders Group 
The leaders of this workgroup are encouraging and 
inspiring  
Supportive leaders Group 
The leaders of this workgroup clarify our goals and purpose 
in the organization 
Supportive leaders Group 
In this workgroup, people feel excited whenever one of 
their colleagues achieves some goal or excels on some task 
Group pride Group 
In this workgroup, people feel proud of the role and 
achievements of this team 
Group pride Group 
This workgroup often achieves challenging goals and 
targets 
Workgroup efficacy
 
Group 
People in this workgroup respect the qualities and attributes 
of one another 
Respect of group members Group 
I feel respected by people in this group Respect of group members Individual
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These items, although more specific than many other measures, are generic enough to be applicable to many work, 
military, and sports settings. Hence, the same measure of cohesion, in principle, could be utilized in a greater number 
and diversity of studies. Studies that utilize the same instrument can be integrated and contrasted more effectively, 
expediting progress on this topic.  
The breadth of these items offers some vital implications. In particular, because of this breadth, a variety of 
established theories and mechanisms might underpin cohesion. To illustrate, because cohesion entails trust and 
bonding, attachment theory could be applied to characterize the consequences of cohesion (Bowlby, 1973, 1988; 
Mikulincer, Birnbaum, Woddis, & Nachmias, 2000). Specifically, when individuals trust other people in their 
environment, memories or schemas of supportive caregivers are activated (Mikulincer, Hirschberger, Nachmias, & 
Gillath, 2001). These schemas enhance the capacity of individuals to regulate negative emotions (Mikulincer & 
Florian, 1997) and to solve problems creatively (Mikulincer, Shaver, & Rom, 2011). Cohesion, therefore, should 
enhance resilience and creativity.  
In addition, because cohesion reflects identification with group members, subjective uncertainty reduction 
theorycould also be utilized to predict the ramifications of cohesion (Hogg, 2000, 2007). According to this theory, 
when individuals are not certain how to behave, they are especially inclined to conform to the norms of the groups 
with which they identify (Smith, Hogg, Martin, & Terry, 2007). Accordingly, in ambiguous or uncertain settings, the 
association between cohesion and conformity should become more pronounced.  
Many other theories may also be germane to this measure. For instance, because cohesion entails a sense of 
belonging, the sociometer hypothesis may be relevant to this topic. According to this account, when individuals are 
excluded, their self-esteem plummets (Leary & Baumeister, 2000). This low selfesteem represents a meter or cue, 
motivating individuals toconsolidatetheir relationships and to cultivate a sense of belonging (Leary & Baumeister, 
2000).  Hence, from this perspective, as cohesion diminishes, selfesteem should decline.  
Finally, commitment to objectives could mobilize a tendency called spreading of alternatives (Harmon-Jones & 
Harmon-Jones, 2002). That is, when individuals commit to any pursuit, the benefits of this endeavor become more 
salient. Commitment to objectives, therefore, should inflate perceptions of team goals.  
Despite the insights and richness of information obtained in the present study from the qualitative design, this 
approach has several limitationsthat warrant consideration. The critical incident approach was selected in the present 
study in an effort to help participants elucidate the key components of cohesion. However, it is possible that some of 
the 14 factors of cohesion that emerged through qualitative analysis are indeed antecedents, or by-products, of 
cohesion. Recent developments in data collection and modelling of dynamic processes (e.g., ecological momentary 
assessment and multilevel modelling, respectively) that occur in response to specific events may provide a suitable 
basis for confirming that our 14 factors are core elements of cohesion rather than simply related to the construct.  
The present study identified a variety of components of cohesion that are absent from existing cohesion measures. 
Several limitations of this study should be addressed in future research. First, although the qualitative analysis 
uncovered 14 factors of cohesion, some of these factors may indeed be antecedents or consequences of cohesion. 
Further quantitative analysis will assist in determining this possibility. To illustrate, trust may be a determinant of 
cohesion; this possibility would be confirmed if characteristics that affect sensitivity to trust, such as attachment style, 
moderate the association between trust and other facets of cohesion.  
An important next step is to evaluate the psychometric properties of our proposed measure, to evaluate how 
substantially it improves upon these incomplete, existing scales. Specifically, the reliability and factorial structure are 
needed to confirm that the proposed items tap into a shared underlying construct (cohesion), and comparisons need 
be made against other scales to establish criterion and discriminant validity.  
Future research is also warranted to estimate the reliability, criterion validity, and discriminant validity of this 
measure. Structural equation modeling could be used to corroborate the 14 factors as well as gauge whether these 
factors relate to established determinants and consequences of cohesion, such as common goals, diversity, and 
personal sacrifice.Development in the present study of this provisional scale is a preliminary step to inform the 
development of a larger process where content, construct and predictive validity steps will follow.  
In conclusion, this studyidentified 14 core elements for cohesion that can be broadly grouped into four categories: 
Supportive colleagues, a sense of inclusion, a shared purpose and group performance. From these findings we 
proposed a provisional measure of cohesion that will need further development, but, in the meantime, this measure 
may enable researchers to apply a more accurate reflection of the construct cohesion which may lead to a better 
understanding of determinants and consequences of cohesion.  
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